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Executive summary 
Purpose 
1. This document sets out proposals for the implementation of an open access requirement in 
the post-2014 Research Excellence Framework (REF).  
Key points 
2. Following an informal consultation on open access in the post-2014 REF, in which the four 
UK higher education funding bodies sought advice on an initial view, we have developed full 
proposals for the implementation of an open access requirement in the post-2014 REF. These 
proposals have been informed by the advice we received through the informal consultation 
process. 
3. This consultation seeks comments on the proposed criteria for open access in the post-
2014 REF, the definition of the research outputs to which the criteria will apply, and the proposed 
approaches to allowing exceptions from the open access requirement. 
4. We invite responses from higher education institutions and other groups, organisations and 
individuals with an interest in scholarly publishing and research. 
Action required 
5. Responses to this consultation should be made online by 1700 on 30 October 2013, using 
the electronic response form which can be accessed alongside this document at 
www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/year/2013/201316/ (see paragraph 14). 
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Introduction 
Background 
6. The landscape of scholarly publishing is in a period of transition. New technology has 
opened up significant new modes of academic discourse and possibilities for sharing research 
findings. The desirable situation where all outputs from publicly funded research are freely 
available on first publication (‘open access’) is now within reach, and ‘delayed open access’, 
where the material is available after a short embargo period, is commonplace. 
7. In the past year there have been significant moves by governments and funders of 
research, nationally and internationally, to encourage the transition of scholarly publishing 
towards open access. These moves have created discussion and debate about the mechanisms 
and effects of the transition, but it is clear that the principle of open access has wide support. 
8. In February 2013, HEFCE published a letter (hereafter ‘February letter’) seeking advice on 
the developing intentions for open access policy of the four UK higher education (HE) funding 
bodies (hereafter ‘funding bodies’)1. At the same time, the other three UK HE funding bodies also 
wrote to their institutions in similar terms. In that letter, we set out our commitment to the principle 
of open access, our view of the potential benefits it will deliver, and an overview of the definitions 
and context for open access (February letter, paragraphs 1 to 4). We also set out our initial 
proposals for implementing a requirement that all outputs submitted to the post-2014 Research 
Excellence Framework (REF) exercise be published on an open-access basis, and invited 
respondents to provide advice on the detailed aspects of this requirement to inform our 
consultation proposals. 
9. HEFCE received over 260 direct responses to our letter from a wide range of higher 
education institutions (HEIs) in England and Scotland, organisations, groups and individuals with 
interests in research and scholarly publishing. The HE funding bodies in Wales and Northern 
Ireland provided HEFCE with a summary of the views expressed by their institutions. All of this 
advice was reviewed and analysed to inform the development of our consultation proposals 
during April and May 2013. HEFCE will publish an analysis of the advice received
2
. 
Consultation proposals 
10. This consultation invites views on the funding bodies’ proposals for implementing an open 
access requirement in the post-2014 REF. The proposals have been developed following full 
consideration of the advice we received in response to the February letter. The proposals have 
no relevance to the 2014 REF. 
11. In developing these proposals, we have made a number of assumptions about aspects of 
the next REF that have not yet been formally decided. This has been necessary in order to 
provide due notice to the HE sector on the policy requirement. The main assumption is that there 
will be a post-2014 REF that operates, substantially, on the same basis as the 2014 REF. For 
example, it is our assumption in this document that there will be four main panels with 
disciplinary remits broadly similar to those of the current REF main panels. 
                                                   
1
 The four UK higher education funding bodies are: the Department for Employment and Learning, Northern 
Ireland, the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), the Higher Education Funding Council for 
Wales, and the Scottish Funding Council. The letter is available on the HEFCE web-site under ‘Open access and 
submission of outputs to a post-2014 REF’ at www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/openaccess/. 
2
 Also to be made available at www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/rsrch/rinfrastruct/openaccess/. 
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12. The outcomes from this consultation will inform the final policy decisions of the funding 
bodies on implementing an open access requirement in the post-2014 REF. It is our intention to 
announce the policy decisions early in 2014. 
Responding to the consultation 
13. A summary of questions is available in Annex A. Responses to this consultation are invited 
from any organisation, group or individual with an interest in research or scholarly publishing. All 
responses received by the deadline will be considered.  
14. Responses should be made online, using the form provided alongside this document. The 
deadline for responses is 1700 on 30 October 2013. Following the deadline, HEFCE will copy 
responses from: 
 institutions in Scotland to the Scottish Funding Council 
 institutions in Wales to the Higher Education Funding Council for Wales 
 institutions in Northern Ireland to Department for Employment and Learning.  
15. We will be holding a number of consultation events for HEIs in the autumn. The events will 
outline the proposals and provide an opportunity for institutions to raise any issues for 
clarification and discussion. Registration will be available online, using the form provided 
alongside this document. HEIs across the UK may register up to two delegates each for these 
events. 
Next steps 
16. The responses to this consultation will be considered by the boards (or equivalent) of the 
funding bodies early in 2014. The final policy decisions on open access in the post-2014 REF will 
be announced shortly thereafter. 
17. We will commit to read, record and analyse the views of every response to this 
consultation in a consistent manner. For reasons of practicality, usually a fair and balanced 
summary of responses rather than the individual responses themselves will inform any decision 
made. In most cases the merit of the arguments made is likely to be given more weight than the 
number of times the same point is made. Responses from organisations or representative bodies 
which have high relevance or interest in the area under consultation, or are likely to be affected 
most by the proposals, are likely to carry more weight than those with little or none.  
18. We will publish an analysis of the consultation responses and an explanation of how the 
responses were considered in our subsequent decision. We may publish individual responses to 
the consultation within the summary. Where we have not been able to respond to a significant 
and material issue raised, we will usually explain the reasons for this.  
19. Additionally, all responses may be disclosed on request, under the terms of the Freedom 
of Information Act. The act gives a public right of access to any information held by a public 
authority, in this case HEFCE. This includes information provided in response to a consultation. 
We have a responsibility to decide whether any responses, including information about your 
identity, should be made public or treated as confidential. We can refuse to disclose information 
only in exceptional circumstances. This means that responses to this consultation are unlikely to 
be treated as confidential except in very particular circumstances. For further information about 
the act see the Information Commissioner’s Office website, www.ico.gov.uk. 
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Section 2: Open access policy for the post-2014 REF 
Policy requirement 
20. As we have previously made clear, the established policy of the four funding bodies is that 
the outputs from all research supported though our funding should be as widely and freely 
accessible as the available channels for dissemination permit. To support and encourage the 
further implementation of open access, we intend to introduce a requirement that all outputs 
submitted to the post-2014 Research Excellence Framework that meet the definition proposed in 
paragraph 41, be published on an open-access basis according to the criteria set out at 
paragraph 25.  
21. In our February letter seeking advice, we set out our proposal to accept material published 
via either gold or green routes as eligible, recognising that it is not appropriate to express any 
preference in the context of research assessment
3
. This position received widespread support in 
the responses made to our letter. It remains part of our policy, in recognition that the transition to 
full open access will occur over time. 
22. Our objective in introducing an open access requirement is to increase considerably the 
proportion of research outputs which are published in open-access form. This objective is aligned 
with the Government’s aim of increasing transparency, and is being developed in the context of 
international moves towards increased open access
4
. We have listened to compelling arguments 
to the effect that mandates will play a central role in achieving open access. The advice we 
received demonstrated widespread support for the principles of open access, and a number of 
respondents expressed their broad contentment with the policy approach we outlined. It is our 
view that introducing an open access requirement will enable us to achieve our objective, in 
tandem with other major research funders nationally and internationally, and will help to deliver 
the widely-perceived benefits of open access for UK research. 
23. We recognise the concerns that have been raised about the potential effect of a mandate 
on the quality of UK research. In response to these concerns, we are consulting on an 
appropriate approach to allowing exceptions during this period of transition, including the option 
of a percentage-based approach to compliance that would allow HEIs flexibility in preparing a 
submission to the post-2014 REF. 
Criteria for open access 
24. The criteria outlined in our February letter were considered broadly acceptable in the 
advice we received, subject to some further issues which are discussed below. 
25. The funding bodies therefore propose to treat as ‘open access’ outputs which fulfil all of the 
following criteria: 
 accessible through a UK HEI repository, immediately upon either acceptance or 
                                                   
3
 For an explanation of these routes, see our February letter (paragraph 4). 
4
 For example, see ‘Open access guidelines for researchers funded by the ERC’ (June, 2012, available online at 
http://erc.europa.eu/press_release/open-access-guidelines-researchers-funded-erc); ‘Principles for the transition 
to open access to research publications’ (April, 2013, available online at www.scienceeurope.org/downloads); 
‘Action plan towards open access to publications’ (May, 2013, available online at 
www.openaire.eu/en/component/content/article/9-news-events/460-action-plan-towards-open-access-
publications-global-research-council); ‘Expanding public access to the results of federally funded research’ 
(February, 2013, available online atwww.whitehouse.gov/blog/2013/02/22/expanding-public-access-results-
federally-funded-research). 
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publication (to be decided, as outlined in paragraph 29), although the repository may 
provide access in a way that respects agreed embargo periods
5
  
 made available as the final peer-reviewed text, though not necessarily identical to 
the publisher’s edited and formatted version 
 presented in a form allowing the reader to search for and re-use content (including 
by download and for text-mining), both manually and using automated tools, 
provided such re-use is subject to proper attribution under appropriate licensing.  
26. It remains our intention that work which has been originally published in an ineligible form 
then retrospectively made available in time for the post-2014 REF submission date, should not 
be eligible, as the primary objective of this proposal is to stimulate immediate open-access 
publication. There were two particular concerns raised in the advice about this aspect of the 
requirement: 
a. This would negatively impact upon staff moving into UK HE with outputs that were 
submitted for publication before the requirement could have applied to them.  
b. Given that we are in a transition period, it would not be feasible to expect full 
compliance at an early stage with the criteria. 
27. We have taken steps to address these concerns in the proposals, as outlined in 
paragraphs 54 and 58.  
Question 1 
Do you agree that the criteria for open access are appropriate (subject to clarification on 
whether accessibility should follow immediately on acceptance or on publication)? 
Do you have any comments on this proposal? 
 
Institutional repositories 
28. We received significant support for the role outlined for institutional repositories in our 
February letter. In the criteria outlined above, we have taken account of concerns about 
duplicating the deposit of outputs, especially in view of the role of subject repositories in some 
disciplines, by proposing that outputs should be ‘accessible through’ institutional repositories. We 
have also noted concerns about staff mobility and collaboration issues arising from our previous 
intention that outputs be deposited in the repository of the submitting institution. We have 
amended the criteria to reflect that the output need only be accessible through the institutional 
repository of the HEI at which the author (or one of the authors) is employed at the time of either 
acceptance or publication. 
29. In terms of meeting our policy objective, our requirement is that outputs are made 
accessible through institutional repositories at the point of publication. We would, however, like to 
ensure that the point at which outputs are made accessible reflects existing practice in the 
sector, where possible. We also wish to make the process of compliance as simple as possible 
for authors and HEIs, and have received advice that the point of acceptance would be more 
suitable. Therefore we are seeking views on whether it is preferable for the criteria to state that 
                                                   
5
 Embargo periods refer to delayed access to the full text of the output. 
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the point at which outputs are made accessible (respecting any embargo periods) through 
institutional repositories should be acceptance for publication, or publication itself. 
30. The advice we received suggested that institutional repositories are in a varied state of 
readiness to implement these criteria, and that some HEIs already benefit from shared 
repositories. It is our intention that outputs accessible through shared facilities maintained by 
HEIs that do not have their own institutional repositories would meet the criteria set out at 
paragraph 25.  
31. The funding bodies will be working with various partners in the research information sector 
to review the technical development requirements that will be needed for institutional repositories 
to meet the criteria. We also envisage that the REF submission system will be developed with 
the maximum interoperable capability that can be achieved. 
Question 2  
Do you agree with the role outlined for institutional repositories, subject to further work on 
technical feasibility? 
Should the criteria require outputs to be made accessible through institutional repositories at the 
point of acceptance or the point of publication? 
Do you have any comments on these proposals? 
 
Embargo periods and licensing 
32. We propose that embargo periods are aligned with the Research Councils’ open access 
policy, and those endorsed by Government
6
. We propose that the REF main panels will follow 
the embargo period set by the appropriate Research Council. This assumes that research in the 
medical, life and natural sciences, and engineering is broadly covered by main panels A and B; 
research in the social sciences, humanities and arts by main panels C and D. 
33. We recognise that there are a number of issues to be clarified with respect to identifying 
appropriate licences for open-access research publications. HEFCE is working with other key 
stakeholders to address these issues, and will continue to strive for clarity and simplicity where 
possible. 
34. For the post-2014 REF, we propose to accept as eligible those outputs that are published 
with licences enabling the third point of the criteria in paragraph 25 to be met. We do not propose 
to specify a particular form of licence, in view of the as yet unresolved issues, and in recognition 
of the likely ongoing developments in this area.  
Question 3 
Do you agree that the proposed embargo periods should apply by REF main panel, as outlined 
above? 
Do you agree with the proposed requirements for appropriate licences? 
Do you have any comments on these proposals? 
                                                   
6
 See section 3.6, ‘Embargo Periods’ in ‘Research Councils UK policy on open access and supporting guidance’, 
available at www.rcuk.ac.uk/research/Pages/outputs.aspx 
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Flexibility and review 
35. The funding bodies recognise that researchers and HEIs require clarity about the 
requirements for the next REF, given the length of publication cycles and that the next REF 
publication period will start on 1 January 2014. For this reason we are seeking to confirm the key 
aspects of our policy on open access, including a sufficient notice period to enable researchers 
to comply (see paragraph 54). 
36. However, we are aware that there are still gaps in the evidence base on open access, and 
that the landscape is evolving. Some of the advice we received highlighted the early stage at 
which our policy is being introduced, and the fact that it cannot take into account planned future 
reviews of open access policy by the Research Councils. 
37. In developing our policy proposals, we have borne in mind the balance between allowing 
sufficient flexibility and providing the sector with certainty about what will be required. It is our 
view that our policy expectations embody the principles of open access, which are widely 
articulated and agreed upon and will not be the subject of review. The mechanisms for open 
access, which is what the planned reviews will consider, have been incorporated into our 
proposals in as flexible a way as is possible to provide a sufficient level of certainty to the sector. 
For example, we have expressed no preference for the route by which outputs are made open 
access, and have not set a requirement for a specific licence type (see paragraphs 21 and 34). 
38. We understand the concerns that have been raised about the potential for inequality in the 
distribution of funds for publication within HEIs. While we expect HEIs to have, or begin 
developing, robust policies and procedures governing the allocation of publication funds, we also 
recognise that managing this is the responsibility of autonomous institutions. We expect, 
however, that the evidence of support for equality and diversity requested in the research 
environment template will be extended to include open access policies in the post-2014 REF. 
Open data 
39. Significant support for the principle of open data was expressed in the advice we received 
in response to our letter, as well as information about challenges and issues that will need further 
consideration. We remain committed to exploring the issues and working in partnership with 
other interested parties to address them. 
40. In the meantime, we retain our original position that we do not consider it feasible at 
present to make access to data a formal requirement in a post-2014 REF. This position was 
supported in the advice we received from the overwhelming majority of respondents. 
  
Section 3: Definition of outputs to which the criteria will apply 
41. Following the advice received, and in view of the open access policies of other major 
funders, the funding bodies propose that the requirement to comply with the open access criteria 
in the post-2014 REF applies to outputs meeting the following definition: 
 the output is a journal article or conference proceeding  
 the output is published after a two year notice period (from 2016 onwards) 
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 the output lists a UK HEI in the ‘address’ field. 
Type of output 
42. In the February letter, the funding bodies set out our view that the open access 
requirements should apply to those outputs in media where the concept of ‘open access’ applies 
for which open access is reasonably achievable. We also sought advice on an appropriate 
approach to exceptions from the requirements.  
43. There was widespread concern voiced in the advice we received about the extent to which 
open access is reasonably achievable and applicable for certain types of output, including 
monographs. 
44. The funding bodies recognise the transitional nature of the move to open access, and 
consider that the journey is best supported by achieving a balance between meeting our 
objective, allowing new models and recognising the transitional nature of the journey. 
Furthermore, we are keen to ensure our policy is aligned with those of other major funders. In 
view of these considerations, therefore, we propose that for the next REF, the requirement to 
comply with the criteria for open access will apply only to the types of output for which it is widely 
felt that open access is reasonably achievable, and for which there are existing requirements in 
place from other funders – that is, journal articles and conference proceedings. 
Journal articles and conference proceedings 
45. We propose that the criteria for open access in the post-2014 REF will apply to outputs 
defined as articles in academic journals or conference proceedings, and which also meet the 
remaining points of the definition in paragraph 41. 
Monographs and books 
46. The advice we received on monographs and other book-length publications (for example, 
edited books) emphasised the very early stage of development of open access options for these 
types of publication. The majority view in the advice we received is that monographs should not 
be subject to the requirements for the next REF. 
47. The funding bodies accept that it is currently not reasonable to expect open access options 
to be widely available for long-form publications, and recognise the differences that exist 
between these publications and journal articles in terms of business models and publication 
cycles. Therefore we do not intend for the open access requirements to apply to monographs 
and books for the post-2014 REF. 
48. We recognise the value that long-form publications hold in some disciplines. We are 
therefore committed to working with the research and academic publishing sectors on developing 
a long-term approach to extending the benefits of open access publication to these output types. 
49. It is our view that there will be significant development in open access options for 
monographs and books in the coming years. We support the moves made by the Wellcome Trust 
to extend its open access policy to monographs, and look forward to seeing the developments in 
suitable models that this will surely encourage. HEFCE, in partnership with the Arts and 
Humanities Research Council and the Economic and Social Research Council, is now working to 
gather evidence on open access publishing models for monographs, and to explore possible 
avenues for future development in this area. Further detail of this work is attached at Annex B.  
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50. In view of our expectation that open access publication for monographs and books is likely 
to be achievable in the long term, we would like to make clear our intention to extend the 
requirement to these output types in the future, but not in the period being addressed by this 
consultation.  
Other text and non-text outputs 
51. We recognise that open-access publication will not be appropriate for some output types, 
for example those delivered confidentiality for security or commercial reasons. The research 
assessment process has established practices for handling this sort of material, and it is not our 
intention that the criteria will apply to these outputs. 
52. The funding bodies recognise that there are further issues to be considered in relation to 
the concept of open access for non-text outputs, including those arising from creative and 
practice-based research. We do believe, however, that the benefits of open access should be 
extended to research in all disciplines, and look forward to working with the relevant groups to 
explore the issues.  
Question 4 
Do you agree that the criteria for open access should apply only to journal articles and 
conference proceedings for the post-2014 REF? 
Do you have any comments on this proposal? 
 
Notice period 
53. We previously sought advice on an appropriate period to take account of publication 
cycles, which will allow outputs that were submitted for publication before the policy 
announcement and do not meet the criteria to reach publication and remain eligible for 
submission to the REF. From the advice we received, it is our view that a notice period of two 
years from the date of the policy announcement is appropriate to allow for the publication cycle of 
journal articles and conference proceedings.  
54. We therefore propose that the criteria for open access will apply to outputs published after 
the two year notice period which will follow the policy announcement. Where an output has more 
than one publication date, for example online first, the earliest date of publication will determine 
whether the criteria apply. This is likely to mean that the requirement will start to apply to outputs 
with an earliest date of publication in or after early 2016, and which also meet the other two 
points of the definition in paragraph 41. 
55. We recognise that there are likely to be exceptional cases where outputs are submitted for 
publication before the policy announcement, but take longer than two years to reach publication. 
Paragraph 63 sets out two approaches to exceptions that we consider will allow such outputs to 
be listed in submissions to the post-2014 REF. 
Question 5 
Do you agree that a notice period of two years from the date of the policy announcement is 
appropriate to allow for the publication cycle of journal articles and conference proceedings? 
Do you have any comments on this proposal? 
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Publication address field 
56. In the advice we received, a significant number of concerns were raised about the effect of 
our proposed policy upon staff mobility. In particular, there were questions about the ability to 
comply of researchers who publish before a move into UK HE, whether from industry, from 
outside the UK, or from independent research.  
57. The funding bodies fully recognise the benefits for society and HE that are brought by the 
productive sharing of knowledge through researcher mobility. We are keen to facilitate this where 
possible, and do not wish to create barriers for researchers moving into UK HE. 
58. In view of these intentions, and the advice we received, we consider that the requirement 
should apply only to those outputs which are authored (in whole or in part) by a researcher 
employed at a UK HEI at the time of the output’s submission for publication. Therefore, we 
propose that the criteria for open access apply to outputs that list a UK HEI in the ‘address’ field, 
as the most appropriate approach to determining employment within UK HE at the time of the 
output’s submission. 
59. As set out in paragraph 22, our policy objective is to increase the proportion of open 
access publications. In line with this objective, the third point of the definition will bring outputs 
arising from international collaboration into the scope of the requirement. We recognise, 
however, that in exceptional circumstances it may not be possible for UK researchers to meet the 
open access criteria with an output arising from international collaboration; for example, if an 
output has one UK-based author among a large number of internationally-based authors who are 
not required to publish on an open access basis. In these exceptional circumstances, we expect 
that our proposed approaches to exceptions (see paragraph 63) will enable such outputs to 
remain eligible for the REF.  
Question 6 
Do you agree that criteria for open access should apply only to those outputs listing a UK HEI in 
the output’s ‘address’ field for the post-2014 REF? 
Do you have any comments on this proposal? 
 
Section 4: Exceptions 
60. For the post-2014 REF only, the funding bodies are proposing a narrower definition of 
outputs to which the criteria will apply than we originally indicated in our February letter. This is in 
view of the advice received, the policies set by other funders, and our desire to find a workable 
balance between achieving our objective and recognising the transitional nature of the journey. 
61. Consequently, given the boundaries of our proposed definition, we expect that HEIs should 
find compliance broadly achievable. Furthermore, we note concerns raised in the advice about 
the potential burden for HEIs in managing various approaches to exceptions when making a REF 
submission. 
62. However, we note that concerns have also been raised about the effect of compliance on 
the ability of researchers to publish in journals that do not yet provide open access-options that 
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would meet the criteria, or in collaboration with researchers (including those working in an 
international or non-HE context) to whom the policy would not apply.  
63. The funding bodies would like to set out a policy on exceptions that is sensitive to concerns 
about burden and about the effect upon academic publishing. We have identified two alternatives 
to managing exceptions that we are seeking views upon, to determine which approach is 
preferable to HEIs. 
a. Full compliance with the criteria (for those outputs meeting the definition at 
paragraph 41). This would include an option for exceptions on a case-by-case basis, in 
exceptional circumstances. We envisage that, in practical terms, this would involve 
providing a short statement with the output at the time of submission. We would need to 
consider whether sub-panels would be asked to adjudicate, or whether a central group or 
the REF team would do so. We consider that this approach may introduce a lesser burden 
on HEIs than a percentage-based approach; however, it would include an element of risk 
in the submission, and is likely to demand a higher level of compliance for outputs within 
scope across all Units of Assessment (UoAs). 
b. A percentage-based approach to compliance with the policy, according to which a 
specified percentage of outputs in a submission (meeting the definition at paragraph 41) 
would be required to meet the criteria for open access. The proposed percentage targets 
set out below were determined through reference to the compliance expectations of other 
funders and estimates of the proportion of project-funded research by discipline. As shown 
below, given the variance in the percentage targets using this method, it is feasible that 
different main panels might have different expectations. We welcome views on whether 
variance or consistency is preferred. It is our view that a percentage-based approach 
would allow more flexibility during the transition to open access, but we are aware that it 
may be challenging on a practical level for HEIs to manage during submission preparation. 
Either consistent target across all UOAs for outputs within scope 
Percentage target for compliance  70% 
Or varying targets by main panel for outputs within scope 
Main Panel A B C D 
Percentage target for compliance 75% 75% 70% 60% 
 
Question 7 
Which approach to allowing exceptions is preferable?  
If selecting option b:  
 Do you agree that the percentage targets are appropriate? 
 Do you believe the percentage target should apply consistently or vary by REF main 
panel? 
Do you have any comments on these proposals? 
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Annex A 
Consultation questions 
 
Question 1 
Do you agree that the criteria for open access are appropriate (subject to clarification on whether 
accessibility should follow immediately on acceptance or on publication)? 
Do you have any comments on this proposal? 
 
Question 2 
Do you agree with the role outlined for institutional repositories, subject to further work on 
technical feasibility? 
Should the criteria require outputs to be made accessible through institutional repositories at the 
point of acceptance or the point of publication? 
Do you have any comments on these proposals? 
 
Question 3 
Do you agree that the proposed embargo periods should apply by REF main panel, as outlined 
above? 
Do you agree with the proposed requirements for appropriate licences? 
Do you have any comments on these proposals? 
 
Question 4 
Do you agree that the criteria for open access should apply only to journal articles and 
conference proceedings for the post-2014 REF? 
Do you have any comments on this proposal? 
 
Question 5 
Do you agree that a notice period of two years from the date of the policy announcement is 
appropriate to allow for the publication cycle of journal articles and conference proceedings? 
Do you have any comments on this proposal? 
 
Question 6 
Do you agree that criteria for open access should apply only to those outputs listing a UK HEI in 
the output’s ‘address’ field for the post-2014 REF? 
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Do you have any comments on this proposal? 
 
Question 7 
Which approach to allowing exceptions is preferable?  
If selecting option b:  
 Do you agree that the percentage targets are appropriate? 
 Do you believe the percentage target should apply consistently or vary by REF main 
panel? 
Do you have any comments on these proposals? 
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Annex B 
HEFCE work on open-access monographs 
1. HEFCE, in partnership with the Arts and Humanities Research Council and the Economic 
and Social Research Council, is investigating monograph publishing in the context of open 
access. There are varying views in the higher education sector on the best approach, but also 
recognition that this issue needs some serious reflection. Geoffrey Crossick, Distinguished 
Professor of the Humanities at the School of Advanced Study, University of London, is leading 
HEFCE’s work on this. Professor Crossick was formerly Vice-Chancellor of the University of 
London and Warden of Goldsmiths. 
2. As a first step, HEFCE is convening an expert reference group to establish what key 
evidence is needed to inform understanding in this area, and to provide advice on an appropriate 
programme of work to gather this evidence. This will bring together key representatives from 
interested organisations to develop increased understanding about the challenges and 
opportunities for open-access monograph publishing. 
3. The project is being governed by a steering group comprising representatives from 
HEFCE, the research councils, and the British Academy. The membership of the steering group 
is detailed below: 
Project steering group 
Member Role Organisation 
Steven Hill Head of Research Policy HEFCE 
Professor Geoffrey 
Crossick 
Project lead 
Distinguished Professor of the 
Humanities  
School of Advanced Study, 
University of London  
Professor Mark 
Llewellyn 
Director of Research 
 
Arts and Humanities 
Research Council 
Fiona Armstrong Deputy Director of Policy, 
Resources and Communications 
Economic and Social 
Research Council 
Professor Nigel 
Vincent 
Vice-President for Research and 
HE Policy 
British Academy 
 
4. The first meetings for the project are scheduled to commence in autumn 2013. We are 
expecting the project to run until mid-2014. Further information, including the membership of the 
reference group, will be made available in due course. 
